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and second time by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 691. A bill entitled the ‘‘Public Land

Management Participation Act of 1997’’; to
the Committee on Energy and Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. REID:
S. 692. A bill to require that applications

for passports for minors have parental signa-
tures; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

By Mr. D’AMATO:
S. 693. A bill to amend the Internal Reve-

nue Code of 1986 to provide that the value of
qualified historic property shall not be in-
cluded in determining the taxable estate of a
decedent; to the Committee on Finance.

By Ms. SNOWE:
S. 694. A bill to establish reform criteria to

permit payment of United States arrearages
in assessed contributions to the United Na-
tions; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

S. 695. A bill to restrict intelligence shar-
ing with the United Nations; to the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations.

S. 696. A bill to establish limitations on
the use of funds for United Nations peace-
keeping activities; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

f

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mr. BENNETT (for himself, Mr.
D’AMATO, Mr. HELMS, Mr. DODD, Mr.
ASHCROFT, Mrs. HUTCHISON, and Mr.
BROWNBACK):

S. Res. 82. A resolution expressing the
sense of the Senate to urge the Clinton Ad-
ministration to enforce the provisions of the
Iran-Iraq Arms Non-Proliferation Act of 1992
with respect to the acquisition by Iran of C-
802 cruise missiles; to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

By Ms. SNOWE:
S. Con. Res. 24. A concurrent resolution ex-

pressing the sense of Congress on the impor-
tance of the Eastern Orthodox Ecumenical
Patriarchate; to the Committee on Foreign
Relations.

S. Con. Res. 25. A concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress that the
Russian Federation should be strongly con-
demned for its plan to provide nuclear tech-
nology to Iran, and that such nuclear trans-
fer would make Russia ineligible under
terms for the Freedom Support Act; to the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

f

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. MURKOWSKI:
S. 691. A bill entitled the ‘‘Public

Land Management Participation Act of
1997’’; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.
THE PUBLIC LAND MANAGEMENT PARTICIPATION

ACT OF 1997

Mr. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
will take this opportunity to rise this
afternoon to introduce a very impor-
tant piece of legislation that I know
the occupant of the chair will find in-
teresting. It is called the Public Land
Management Participation Act of 1997.

This legislation is intended to put
the word ‘‘public’’ and the populace

back into public land management and
the word ‘‘environment,’’ back into en-
vironmental protection.

Passage of this act will ensure that
all the gains that we made over the
past quarter of a century in creating
an open, participatory Government
which affords strong environmental
protection for our public lands are real-
ly protected.

For those who thought that those
battles were fought and won with the
passage of the National Environmental
Protection Act in 1969 and the Federal
Land Policy Management Act in 1976, I
have some bad news. There is one last
battle to be fought.

Standing in this very Chamber on
January 20, 1975, Mr. President, Sen-
ator Henry ‘‘Scoop’’ Jackson of Wash-
ington State spoke to the passion
Americans feel for their public lands.
He said:

The public lands of the United States have
always provided the arena in which we
Americans have struggled to fulfill our
dreams. Even today dreams of wealth, adven-
ture, and escape are still being acted out on
those far-flung public lands. These lands and
the dreams—fulfilled and unfulfilled—which
they foster are part of our national destiny.
They belong to all Americans.

I quote and emphasize, Mr. President,
‘‘They belong to all Americans.’’

Amazingly—there exist today legal
authorities by which the President,
without the public process or congres-
sional approval, can create vast land
management units called national
monuments, world heritage sites, and
biospheric reserves.

Special management units which af-
fect how millions of acres of our public
lands are managed. What people can do
on those lands is also affected, what
the future will be for surrounding com-
munities.

That is a powerful trust to bestow on
anyone, even a President.

On September 12, 1996, the good peo-
ple of Utah woke up to find themselves
the most recent recipient of a philoso-
phy that says, ‘‘Trust us. We are from
the Government, and we know what is
best for you.’’ On that day, standing
not in Utah but in the State of Ari-
zona, our President invoked the 1906
Antiquities Act to create 1.7 million
acres of national monument in south-
ern Utah.

Notice, Mr. President, he did not do
this in Utah. He did it in Arizona. One
can only assume he might have had
some protests if he had done it in Utah.
The withdrawal, however, took place in
Utah. It created a 1.7 million acre na-
tional monument in the southern part
of the State. By utilizing this anti-
quated law, the President was able to
avoid—that’s right, avoid—Nation’s en-
vironmental laws and ignore public
participation laws as well. With one
swipe of the pen, every shred of public
input and environmental law promul-
gated in this country over the past
quarter of a century was shoved into
the trash heap of political expediency.

What happened in Utah last fall is
but the latest example of a small cadre

of administration officials deciding for
all Americans how our public lands
should be used. It is by no means the
only one, Mr. President. As the Sen-
ator from Alaska, I have had a great
deal of personal experience in this
area.

In 1978, President Jimmy Carter cre-
ated 17 national monuments in Alaska
covering more than 55 million acres of
lands. That is an area about the size of
South Carolina. He withdrew these
lands, with the stroke of his pen—no
public process, no hearing, no partici-
pation from the State. This was then
followed in short order by Secretary of
the Interior Cecil Andrus, who with-
drew an additional 50 million. A total
of 105 million acres, Mr. President. All
this land was withdrawn for multiple
use without any input from the people
of my State, the public, or the Con-
gress of the United States. With over
100 million acres of withdrawn land
held over Alaska’s head, like the sword
of Damocles; we were forced to cut the
best deal we could. Twenty years later,
the people of my State are still strug-
gling to cope with the weight of these
decisions.

I would not be here this afternoon if
the public, the people of Utah and Con-
gress, had not been denied a voice in
the creation of the Grand Staircase-
Escalante National Monument. I would
not be here if environmental protection
procedures had not been ignored.

But the people were denied the oppor-
tunity to speak. Mr. President, Con-
gress was denied its opportunity to
participate, and environmental proce-
dure was simply ignored. The only
voice we have heard was the Presi-
dent’s. Without bothering to ask us
what we thought about it, he told the
citizens of Utah and the rest of the
country that he knew better than we
did what was good for us.

Now, this is an administration that
prides itself in a public process. There
was no public process here, Mr. Presi-
dent. We had been debating for some
time the issue of Utah wilderness. It
was ongoing, but the President, for po-
litical expediency, took it upon himself
to invoke the Antiquities Act. It has
been a long time since anyone has had
the right to make those kind of unilat-
eral public land decisions for the Amer-
ican public. Since the passages of the
Federal Land Policy and Management
Act in 1976, we have had a system of
law underpinning public land use deci-
sions. Embodied with this law is public
participation. Agencies propose an ac-
tion, they present the action to the
public, the public debates the issue.
The public can then appeal bad deci-
sions, the courts resolve the disputes,
and the management unit is then cre-
ated.

Where was this public process, Mr.
President, in the special use designa-
tion of 1.7 million acres of Federal land
in southern Utah? The answer is clear:
There wasn’t any. Since the passage of
the National Environmental Policy Act
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